Abstract: Promotion programs that subsidize advertising for exported agricultural products continue to be employed despite much criticism that they are an inefficient use of taxpayer money. At the same time others have advocated for an increase in funds to support domestic advertising for fruits and vegetables. We investigate the economic and nutritional effects from changes in both export and domestic promotion expenditures for horticultural and nonhorticultural commodities. Simulation results show that even modest decreases in trade promotion expenditures coupled with a corresponding increase in domestic promotion efforts have the capacity to influence domestic market conditions, caloric intake, and nutrient consumption.
the associated domestic nutritional outcomes. We examine the economic and nutritional impacts from a redirection of export promotion expenditures towards domestic promotion efforts for horticultural commodities. The MAP is the focus of our analysis because it applies to high value specialty crops whereas the FMD program has traditionally been applied to bulk agricultural products. Our analysis extends the study by Kinnucan and Cai (2011) that examined the impacts of non-price export promotions on domestic consumers by considering two commodity groupshorticultural and non-horticultural commodities-and by assessing the nutritional consequences of changes in export promotion expenditures. We also extend research by Alston et al. (2009) that examines the dietary outcomes of proposed policy changes for healthy and unhealthy foods by examining changes in caloric consumption and intake of specific nutrients.
Our research is motivated by the renewed interest among policymakers concerning the future of export promotion programs. Some policymakers have proposed elimination of the MAP as part of the 2014 Farm Bill negotiations (National Association of Wheat Growers, 2012), yet others are very supportive of export promotion efforts and there continues to be widespread support across agricultural commodity groups for continued funding (Lansing, 2012; USGC, 2013) . In addition to these discussions among policymakers and industry stakeholders, we have also seen opposition to export promotion programs by a wide variety of social interest organizations (e.g., Ferrechio, 2012; Gelber, 2012) . This is a controversial policy issue and one that is expected to continue to be debated as part of domestic and international agricultural policy discussions.
Our research is also motivated by the observation that the United States uses very little public funding to promote the consumption of horticultural crops domestically (see Table 3 in Carman and Alston, 2005 ), yet these crops have received a relatively large share of MAP funds 3 for advertising initiatives in foreign markets. At the same time there is much concern over dietary health and the growing obesity epidemic in the United States over the past few decades (Zhang and Wang, 2004; Flegal et al., 2010) . Many other countries actively promote the health benefits of a diet rich in fruits and vegetables using large-scale advertisements. In Australia and the United Kingdom, publicly funded advertising programs for fruits and vegetables have shown to increase domestic consumption of fresh produce (Pollard et al., 2008; Capacci and Mazzocchi, 2011) . There is wide evidence that public policy initiatives have the capacity to impact fruit and vegetable consumption and nutrient intake (Cox et al., 1998; French and Stables, 2003; Glanz and Yaroch, 2004; Pomerleau et al., 2005) , and can enhance knowledge and overall awareness of healthier eating (Stables et al., 2002; Mangunkusumo et al., 2007) . There is some evidence that U.S. consumers might also respond to broad-based advertising efforts for fruits and vegetables (Rickard et al., 2011) ; however, in the United States, government support for domestic advertising of fruits and vegetables is negligible.
Simulation Model
Our approach to understanding the economic effects of changes in promotional efforts for agricultural commodities can be illustrated graphically. In Figure 1 we show the effects of a reduction in export promotion efforts with a redirection of funds for domestic promotion. Panel Kinnucan and Cai (2011) examined the case of an increase in export promotion and showed how such an increase would lead to a decrease in domestic demand (through either higher domestic prices or less funds available for domestic promotion efforts); they refer to this as a cannibalization effect. Since we illustrate the case of a reduction in export promotion, the price and quantity effects in Figure 1 are similar, but opposite to those outlined in Kinnucan and Cai (2011) . Therefore we describe the outcome shown in Figure 1 as one driven by a reverse cannibalization effect.
The framework introduced in Panel B in Figure 1 is extended in Figure 2 . Here we outline the effects of reducing export promotion for horticultural commodities in a multi-market context with consumers responding to domestic promotion efforts. In Figure 2 we separate horticultural products from non-horticultural products, and therefore use superscripts h and n to differentiate these two commodity categories. Panel A in Figure 2 describes the domestic market and export market for horticultural commodities; Panel B describes markets for non-horticultural commodities. The two commodity categories are modeled as substitutes in consumption in the domestic market. Here we observe that a decrease in export promotion applied to horticultural commodities leads to similar reverse cannibalization effects presented in the Panel B in Figure 1 ; the price of horticultural commodities falls and consumption increases at home. Due to the substitutability between the two product categories, we assume an inward-shift in domestic demand for non-horticultural commodities in Panel B. This, in turn, leads to an increase in the export supply of non-horticultural commodities; the price and domestic consumption of nonhorticultural commodities are shown to fall in Figure 2 .
Next we develop a multi-market partial-equilibrium model and use it to simulate the effects of reductions in export promotion subsidies following a framework outlined by Alston et al. (1995) , among others. The model is a system of supply, demand, and market clearing conditions for two commodity groups. Because the model is partial equilibrium in nature, aggregate income and prices of commodities outside of crop agriculture remain constant throughout the adjustment process. Solutions to the logarithmic transformation hinge on the parameters that describe supply, demand and promotional elasticities as well as various quantity and promotional shares.
The results from the simulation model are subsequently used to calculate changes in welfare, caloric consumption and intake of selected nutrients.
Equations (1a), (1b), (1c) and (1d) describe the demand for horticultural and nonhorticultural products in domestic and export markets. Domestic demand for horticultural and non-horticultural products ( and , respectively) 
A program was used to solve the model by making a series of substitutions across equations (2a) through (2p) such that the endogenous variables (the proportional changes in quantities and prices) are expressed as functions of the exogenous variables (the various elasticity and share parameters, and the shocks related to changes in promotion efforts). The linear transformation framework is convenient as an approximation but none of the results hinge on this simplification. These equations do not involve any explicit or implicit assumptions about the functional forms used, and it is not necessarily assumed that the elasticities are constant.
However, it is assumed that the supply-and-demand functions are approximately linear at the initial point of market equilibrium (Alston, Norton, and Pardey 1995) .
Values for elasticity and share parameters are held constant as exogenous changes in promotional efforts are applied. Elasticity parameters include: promotion elasticities in the domestic market denoted as α, promotion elasticities in the export market denoted as β, supply elasticities denoted as ε, and the own and cross-price demand elasticities, denoted as η. The elasticity indicating the sensitivity of total spending on horticultural (non-horticultural) export promotion to subsidies from government is denoted as () hn xx ; we follow Kinnucan and Cai (2011) and refer to this as the budget-diversion elasticity. Consumption shares of domestic production in domestic and export markets are denoted with k, and the marketing fee expressed as a fraction of the demand price is denoted as τ. Share identities, denoted asq , represent the promotional shares for horticultural and non-horticultural products derived from different sources.
Parameterization of the Model
Our simulation model requires a number of parameters; these are either estimated here, taken from the literature, or based on information from industry and government sources. The baseline values for model parameters and the relevant data sources are listed in Table 2 for horticultural products, and in Table 3 for non-horticultural products. In these tables we use the term "estimated" when a parameter is derived from the econometric results, and we use the term "calculated" when a parameter is derived from a secondary data source. When we borrow a parameter directly from another source, we list that source in the final column of the table. Next we provide more details for each of the parameters.
We borrow parameters describing domestic and export promotional expenditures from Kinnucan and Cai (2011) . Initial equilibrium values for price, quantity and promotion expenditures are set equal to their average value during the period between 2000 and 2004.
Budget share parameters for both product categories are derived from available data describing U.S. government expenditures for export promotion, total U.S. expenditures for export promotion, and industry investments in promotion (following Kinnucan and Cai 2011). Quantity shares are derived from data detailing average gross values of U.S. farm production for horticultural and non-horticultural commodities, and average export values for these two commodity categories. Marketing fees for both commodity categories, expressed as a fraction of demand price, are set to 0.004 following Kinnucan and Cai (2011) to calculate the respective industry expenditures for promotions.
We estimate budget-diversion elasticities as well as export price and export promotional elasticities, for both horticultural and non-horticultural products using annual data between 1975
and 2004. The budget-diversion elasticities are estimated following the specification used in Kinnucan and Cai (2011) ; for either commodity category, the elasticity is the estimated coefficient from regressing the logarithm of total export promotion expenditures on the logarithm of government expenditures on export promotion. Long-run export promotional elasticities for both commodity categories are estimated following the econometric framework employed by Kinnucan and Cai (2011) . 1 Equation (3a) outlines the model used to estimate the U.S. export value share for horticultural commodities and equation (3b) outlines the model used to estimate the U.S. export value share for non-horticultural commodities. Following Kinnucan and Cai (2011), we use the Fully Modified OLS specification in our estimation work to account for unit roots, serial correlation, and endogenous right-hand-side variables.
, 0 (h, n) , is generated using data describing export promotion expenditures. Following Nerlove and Arrow (1962) and Kinnucan and Cai (2011) The coefficients from models estimated following equations (3a) and (3b) are shown in Table 4 . We report results for an unrestricted and a restricted specification for both commodity groupings. The unrestricted model is the full specification as outlined in equation (3a) for horticultural products and in equation (3b) for non-horticultural products. In the restricted model we consider homothetic preferences and unitary demand elasticity by setting
for horticultural products and
= 0 for non-horticultural products. In our regression results, the standard error of the regression, denoted as SE of Regression in Table 4 (where the greater the SE, the more unexplained variation is observed between the actual and predicted outcomes, and the less accurate the model can explain the data) for the restricted models is nearly identical to those for the unrestricted models. It is slightly smaller for the restricted model in the estimation for horticultural products, and slightly smaller for the unrestricted model in the estimation for non-horticultural products. Therefore, we rely on the chi-squared tests to decide which model to use, and find evidence supporting the use of the restricted models in deriving the export promotion elasticity parameters. The coefficient on the goodwill variable, denoted as
is the parameter of interest as it will be used directly in the simulation model to describe the response to export promotion efforts for the two commodity categories. Following the calculations outlined in Kinnucan and Cai (2011) , the long-run promotional elasticity for horticultural products is 0.293 and it is 0.109 for non-horticultural products. 3 Further details on the calculation of the long-run promotional elasticities are provided in the final footnote in Table   4 .
The literature provides estimated parameters describing domestic cross-advertising effects between products within the horticultural commodity category (e.g., Green, Carman and MacManus 1991) or between products in the other product or commodity categories (e.g., Piggott et al. 1996; Goddard and Amuah 1989; and Kinnucan et al. 2001 ). However, others have not estimated domestic cross-advertising elasticities between the broad commodity groups studied here. Ignoring such cross-advertising effects in our simulation analysis may overstate the impact of advertising on domestic price and quantities (Kinnucan 1996) , and therefore we calculate the cross-advertising elasticities following Basmann (1956) in equation (4a) and (4b):
is the budget share for commodity category c, and c(h, n).
We report the calculated cross-advertising elasticities for the horticultural commodity category in Table 2 and for the non-horticultural commodity category in Table 3 .
Baseline supply elasticities for both commodity categories are set equal to 0.6 in an effort to capture production response over a longer time horizon. Domestic demand elasticity for horticultural products is set at -0.72 as this is the average value of the estimates from Huang and
Lin (2000) for the fruit and vegetable categories. For non-horticultural products, we calculate the average elasticity reported by Huang and Lin (2000) for beef, pork, poultry, other meat, fish, 13 dairy and eggs (equal to -0.47) and use it to represent the elasticity for non-horticultural commodities. 4 A range of values for the cross-price elasticity between the commodity categories are considered in our analysis; the baseline value was set at 0.10 and in the final simulation we set the value equal to 0.25 to better understand how sensitive our results are to this parameter.
Kinnucan and Cai (2011) model consumer response to domestic promotion efforts using a range of domestic promotion elasticities between 0 and 0.1. We adopt this range in our baseline analysis and then also consider an extended range for horticultural products as part of the sensitivity analysis.
Next we develop a link between the simulated changes in consumption and the corresponding changes in caloric consumption and nutrient intake. This is done to provide a quantitative examination of the dietary impacts for domestic consumers given changes in export and domestic promotion efforts. We use data describing food availability and food consumption to define the caloric consumption levels contributed from horticultural and non-horticultural commodity categories. 5 We also use data describing the nutrient content found in various commodities to calculate the nutrient density for our horticultural and non-horticultural commodity categories. These calculations are done for seven selected nutrients: cholesterol, fat, fiber, vitamin A, vitamin C, calcium, and iron. 6 Combining the proportional changes in consumption simulated in our economic model with the nutrient density information, we calculate the annual changes in caloric consumption and changes in intake of the selected nutrients. Results are provided across a range of simulation experiments and presented separately for the horticultural and non-horticultural commodity categories.
Results
Four simulations are conducted in our analysis that models the effects of a 10% decrease in government expenditures for export promotions coupled with a corresponding increase in expenditures for domestic promotion efforts under different scenarios. A simpler approach might consider an increase in domestic promotion alone; however, we decided to avoid complications associated with changes in taxpayer surplus and our approach assumes a budget- In the third simulation we examine the effects from greater consumer response to domestic promotion efforts for horticultural commodities than to non-horticultural commodities (compared to equivalent promotional elasticities for the two commodity categories characterized in the second simulation). In this case we assume that the government develops a highly effective promotion campaign for fruits and vegetables, and that consumers respond to the promotion in a more significant way than they did in the baseline analysis. The fourth simulation allows for greater substitution between horticultural and non-horticultural commodities by consumers. For all simulations we show results across a range of domestic promotion elasticity parameters.
Our results are summarized in Table 5 and Table 6 . Here we show the effects on prices and consumption simulated from our model, and the welfare measures derived following Wohlgenant (1993) for the horticulture and non-horticulture commodity categories. 7 In addition, we use the simulated changes in quantities to calculate annual changes in caloric consumption and annual changes in the intake of selected nutrients; all of these changes are reported in the tables of results. We report the caloric changes separately for horticultural and non-horticultural commodity categories because there is evidence that an increase in caloric consumption from foods derived from horticultural commodities, compared to non-horticultural commodities, are specific foods or beverages and long-term weight gain, and find evidence that the dietary quality influences dietary quantity. In particular, this body of research shows that long-term weight gain is inversely associated with the intake of fruits, vegetables, nuts, and yogurt; such patterns have been linked to the effects that these foods have on satiety and to how they displace consumption of other (more calorie dense) foods and beverages. We also show the net caloric effects for each scenario in Tables 5 and 6 . Table 5 shows results from two simulations that model the effects of a 10% decrease in government support for export promotions with a redirection of these funds to domestic promotion efforts. The first simulation considers changes in promotional support for all commodities, and the second examines the effects when the changes apply only to promotional support for horticultural commodities. For both simulations we examine four levels of response to domestic promotion activities. The welfare results show that redirecting export promotion expenditures to domestic promotion efforts reduces producer surplus for both commodity categories as prices for both categories fall. This finding supports the widely-held view that export promotion efforts increase producer welfare (e.g., see Richards, Ispelen, and Kagan 1997; Kaiser, Liu, and Consignado 2003; Henneberry, Mutondo, Brorsen 2009 ). Consumer surplus increases for all levels of response to advertising, and this is expected given the reverse cannibalization effects described above.
In the first simulation we find an increase in the calories consumed of both horticultural and non-horticultural products, and an overall increase in caloric intake ranging between 645 and 1017 calories per person per year. Here we also see an increase in the intake of cholesterol, fat, fiber and selected micronutrients across the different response levels. In the second simulation we also see a net increase in caloric intake, however, in this simulation the caloric intake from horticultural products increases and the caloric intake from non-horticultural products decreases.
The results in the second simulation show a decrease in the intake of cholesterol and fat, and an increase in the intake of fiber and the selected micronutrients.
Using the daily recommendations for nutrient intake 8 , we can calculate the percentage changes in nutrient intake that would result from the various scenarios. For example, in the second simulation where we model a 10% decrease in export promotion expenditures for horticultural commodities only (diverting the funds to domestic promotion for horticultural commodities), a modest response to the promotion among consumers would decrease intake of cholesterol by 0.4%, decrease fat intake by 0.21%, and increase fiber intake by 0.63%. For the micronutrients, the intake of vitamin A, vitamin C, calcium and iron would increase by 0.52%, 2.4%, 0.07%, and 0.42% respectively.
In Table 6 we provide results for two additional simulations to test how sensitive the baseline results (in the second simulation) are to changes in key parameters. The third simulation examines an increased level of advertising effectiveness for horticultural commodities and the fourth simulation examines a greater degree of substitutability between the horticultural and non-horticultural commodity categories (by consumers). Both of these simulations were designed as a way to better understand the upper limit in changes to caloric consumption and nutrient intake given a 10% decrease in export promotion for horticultural commodities only. In both of these cases, the results will be compared to those from the second simulation reported in Table 5 .
In the case with greater advertising effectiveness of domestic promotion efforts for horticultural commodities (by doubling the domestic promotion elasticities for horticultural commodities used in the baseline analysis), we see larger increases in caloric consumption of horticultural commodities compared to the results in the second simulation. In addition, we also see greater decreases in caloric consumption of non-horticultural commodities, and an overall net consumption effect that shows a slightly larger increase in total calories consumed. In this simulation there are correspondingly larger effects in nutrient consumption, with larger decreases in cholesterol and fat intake, and larger increases in fiber and micronutrient intake. Given a modest response among consumers to the domestic promotion for horticultural products, the simulated results would lead to a reduction in fat intake by 0.30%, fiber intake would increase by 0.97%, and vitamin A intake would increase by 0.8%.
In the fourth simulation we consider how an increase in the substitutability between commodity categories by consumers, by increasing the cross-price elasticity, affects our baseline results. Here we find little change in the welfare effects for producers but do find that the consumer surplus change is greater when compared to the second simulation. In this fourth simulation we see a net decrease in caloric intake which is due to a larger decrease in caloric consumption from non-horticultural products. Because there is greater substitution between the commodity categories, and because there are relatively greater changes in the caloric intake of non-horticultural products, we find larger decreases in cholesterol and fat intake as well as a decrease in the intake of calcium.
Overall, our simulation results indicate that a relatively small decrease in export promotion expenditures (and a budget-neutral reinvestment of those funds in domestic promotion efforts) for horticultural commodities would potentially have important economic effects and non-trivial nutritional implications. The results are particularly sensitive to the level of advertising effectiveness for domestic horticultural promotion efforts; we find that the nutritional implications are the greatest in the simulation that assumes a high level of effectiveness of government-sponsored promotion efforts for the horticultural commodity category.
Summary and Policy Implications
The benefits of government-supported export promotion programs for U.S. producers of agricultural commodities have been well documented. There is also some evidence that these programs reduce domestic consumer welfare (Kinnucan and Cai, 2011) . In this article we extend research in this arena by considering both the economic and nutritional consequences from changes in both export and domestic promotion efforts for agricultural commodities. A simulation model is developed to consider the effects for two commodity categorieshorticultural and non-horticultural commodities-and much of our analysis focuses on the implications of decreasing government expenditures on export promotion of horticultural commodities with the redirection of such spending towards domestic promotion efforts for the same commodities. More specifically, we are interested in the impact of a budget-neutral shift of government-supported advertising to promote the consumption of horticultural commodities in the domestic market (e.g., 5-A-Day programs).
A series of simulations were conducted to examine the effects of a decrease in government expenditures for export promotion coupled with a corresponding increase in domestic promotion for agricultural commodities. We consider the impacts from changes in export promotion applied to all agricultural commodities and from changes that apply only to horticultural commodities. We also explore how sensitive our baseline results are to the level of effectiveness for the domestic promotional campaign for horticultural products and to the level of substitution between the two commodity categories. Our results indicate that such redirection of promotion expenditures for horticultural products would decrease producer welfare and increase consumer welfare. The relatively large simulated increases in consumer surplus are described as a reverse cannibalization effect following Kinnucan and Cai (2011) . When we focus on changes in promotional efforts for horticultural commodities, we see a net surplus gain when there is a modest and a major response to the advertising by domestic consumers. The net gain in social surplus increases as the advertising effectiveness for domestic horticultural promotion increases, and it increases notably as the level of substitution between the commodity categories increases.
Also, we provide results to highlight the corresponding changes in caloric consumption and nutrient intake from changes in promotional activities for horticultural products. Here we find that decreasing export promotion coupled with an increase in domestic promotion for horticultural commodities would lead to a relatively small decrease in caloric consumption from non-horticultural commodities. However, we would also see an increase in caloric consumption from horticultural products and a corresponding increase in the intake of fiber and important micronutrients which may have positive dietary effects. These positive effects on nutrient intake 20 are largest when we consider an increased level of advertising effectiveness in governmentsupported promotional efforts for horticultural commodities in the domestic market.
This research was motivated by the observation that the U.S. government supports the promotion of horticultural commodities in foreign markets, but does little to support promotion efforts in the domestic market. There is also evidence that publicly funded programs for domestic fruit and vegetable promotion have influenced consumption patterns in other countries.
The purpose of our analysis is to understand both the economic and nutritional implications from redirecting export promotion funds towards domestic promotion efforts for fruits and vegetables.
We extend previous work in this arena by examining how such changes in promotion expenditures would influence the markets and dietary patterns for two commodity categories, horticultural and non-horticultural products. From a practical standpoint, our analysis sheds some new light on two policy debates in the United States: the costs and benefits of continuing the MAP, and the effects of greater public investment in domestic advertising efforts for fruits and vegetables. The findings presented here provide policymakers, industry stakeholders, and social critics additional information that will allow for a further understanding of the economic effects and nutritional outcomes associated with government expenditures for promotion of fruits and vegetables at home and abroad. 2 The retention parameter, δ, is set equal to 0.33 (following Kinnucan and Cai 2011) for both commodity categories.
3 These estimates indicate that foreign markets are more responsive to promotion efforts for U.S.
horticultural exports compared to promotion efforts for all U.S. agricultural exports; the long-run elasticity estimated by Kinnucan and Cai (2011) was 0.189. 4 A more recent set of elasticities for similar groups of commodities has been estimated in Okrent and Alston (2011), and they find evidence that the elasticity for horticultural commodities is closer to -0.9. Using a price elasticity of -0.9 for the horticultural group would strengthen the general set of results reported here, but it would not change the findings in a significant way and therefore we set the elasticity values for both horticultural products and non-horticultural products using the estimates from Huang and Lin (2000). 5 Because the caloric content for food consumed from different commodity categories is not available, we use the caloric content from data describing food supply (USDA-ERS: Food Availability Data System, 2012) to generate shares of caloric intake in the two commodity categories. Based on these data and total daily caloric consumption of 2067 calories per day per adult, we set total calories from horticultural commodities to 214 and total calories from nonhorticultural commodities to 1853.
22
6 We use loss-adjusted food availability data to describe the average nutrient intake in the consumption of horticultural and non-horticultural products (USDA-ERS: Food Availability Data System, 2012). Following this approach, the average intake of cholesterol, fat, fiber, vitamin A, vitamin C, calcium and iron contributed from horticultural products is 0 milligrams (mg), 4.5 grams (g), 6.2 g, 154.7 micrograms (μg), 52.3 mg, 66.1 mg, and 2.3 mg respectively.
For non-horticultural products, the average intake is 364.9 mg, 86.6 g, 6.5 μg, 398.0 mg, 6.5 mg, 427.1 mg, and 9.7 mg for cholesterol, fat, fiber, vitamin A, vitamin C, calcium and iron, respectively. 7 We develop formulas to describe changes in welfare measures for horticultural products and for non-horticultural products; the calculations follow those presented in the supplementary appendix in Kinnucan and Cai (2011) . that we do not reject the null hypothesis (at the 1% significance level) that the restricted model is nested within the unrestricted model. This indicates that the restricted and unrestricted models are statistically equivalent at the 1% significance level, and therefore we use the estimated coefficients from the simpler specification to calculate the long-run elasticities required in the simulation model. The estimated long-run export demand elasticity is equal to the negative value of 1 divided by one minus the estimated coefficient of the lagged dependent variable. Similarly, the long-run export promotional elasticity is equal to the (short-run) coefficient of the goodwill variable divided by one minus the estimated coefficient of the lagged dependent variable. Iron (mg) 8.0 7.8 6.9 5.4 7.3 9.1 16.8 26.6 a Domestic promotion elasticities equal to 0.01 for the minor response, 0.05 for the modest response, and 0.1 for the major response. The cross price elasticity is set equal to 0.10. b Here we assume that there is no impact from the redirection of subsidies from export promotion to domestic promotion on taxpayer surplus. 11.0 26.3 46.4 0.012 9.0 20.5 a In this simulation we double the domestic promotion elasticities for horticultural commodities (while keeping domestic promotion elasticities for nonhorticultural commodities at the same level as shown in Table 5 ); here they are set equal to 0.02 for a minor response, 0.10 for a modest response, and 0.20 for a major response. The cross price elasticities remain at the baseline value (i.e., hn nh dd   = 0.10).
b In this simulation we hold the domestic promotion elasticities for horticultural commodities at the baseline value (i.e., 
